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Abstrpct f

r "1

This paper reports findings from one set of data from the Student

Attrtbute Study,°a two -year investigation designe0.to identify student

characteristics and behaviors related to teacher expectations and at-
,

titudes. Children in grades two through five were Identified who received-

cRnsistent teacher rankings-over a two-year period on one ormore of 13

bt-poJar scales describing student characteristics. At the end of the

second year, classroom observers completed a behavior checklist on the

target,students they observed. Check' i'st items were analyzed by grade

and sex as well as for high, mediuT, or low teacher rankings on the 13

scales, Findings revealed more overt classroom misbehavior attributed

to boys:than girls. Although few interpretable grade effects apeared,

they generaWy supported the idea that'sassing and other negative behaviors

decrease with age. In general, the checklist data ;support other data

1

froM the study<showing that students ranked high on teacher concern but
4

low or0the other 12 scales were described more negatively by coders than

stLidents"rbnked favorably by the teachers. Although there Were obvious
.

halo effects in the teacher rankings, the rankings nevertheless were

generally accurate.

0
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The present paper wilrreport information from a subset of data

from-the Student Attribute Study. This study was designed to: ta)

identify students seen by. their teachers as-consistent on certain personal

attributes believed to be related to the formation of teacher expectations

and attitudes; b) observe these consistent students systematidally to

determine how' teachers' perceptions of them affect teacher-student inter-

action in the'classroom; and c) identify differentes in patterns of 14ter-
.

actions with students seen as consistently high-versus consistently low

on different scales.

Since the publication of RosenthallS and Jacobson's (1968). Pygmalion

in the Classroom, several investigators have established that teacher

attitudes can function as self - fulfilling prophesies affecting the ways

teachers interact with students and the acmievement levels of students.

Considerable information also has been accumulated about +he mechanisms
a

that mediate such effects, i.e., the ways teachers systematically treat

INstudents dilferentially -based - -on.- the_ teachers' attitudes and expectations

for-them (Brophy & Good, 1974). However, relatively little information

exists about how these attitudes and expectations are formed initially.

Some information in impression formation exists from social psychology,

but much of it deals with adults rather than students and teachers Fri-the.

classroom. The Student Attribute Study was designed to investigate the

characteristics of students which lead teachers to formprtain expec-

.4atOns and attitudes toward them.
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An the first year, teachers in first through fotrth grade in four
6

elementary schools rankedi.their students at the beginning, middle, and

end of the year on 13 bi-polar scales: (calm vs. restless, careful- vs.

careless, persistent vs. needs prodding, mature vs. Immature, cooperative
ON

vsuncooperailve, creative vs. uncreative, high Probable achiever vs.

low probable achiever, would like to keep vs. wOUrd like to have removed,

.needs special attention ,vs. needs no special attention,'stands out V's.

noticeable, looks you in the eye vs. averts eyes, attractive vs.

unattractive, and happy vs. unhappy).

The second year, :teachers In second through fifth grades ranked these

same students on .he same scales. Using these rankings, studentt were

identified who were perceived consistently on one or more scales across
4

time and by .both teachers. In'the latter part of the second year, these

consistent students, whose teachor rankings were unknown to classroom

coders, were observed in the
i

r classrooms by observers (coders) who used

a multi- faceted, low inference coding system designed Specifically for

the study (Brophy, King, Evei-ts8n, Baum, Crawford, Mahaffey, & Sherman,

Note I).

The system provided for recording dyadic contacts between individual

studentS and the teacher lit several contexts (smaWgroup vs. general

class; public vs. private; teacher initiated vs. student initiated).

The system took into account some aspects-of-quality-a§ well as:. quantity

of interactions.

Other dpta from the study include teecher'and coder adjective descrip-

tions of the target students. At the end of the second year, teachers were

1,
-

\interviewed about the students in their, classes who were identified for

8
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clbsemiation, and were asked to give three phrases or adjectives describing

.the,,,most salient characteristics of these Students. Coders also gave

similar cl,escriptions of the students they observed. In addition, they

filled

/

oat a behavior checklist on the students. Data from the intkvielA

and froth the descriptions of salicnt attributes are reporfed in Baum,

prOphy, Evertson, Anderson, and Crawford (Note 2), and Anderson, Brophy,

5Vertson, Baum, and Crawford (Note 3).

This report will present data from the behavior checklist.- It will "

examine differences across each oethe 13 bipolar scales and grke and

sex differences in coder ratings on the checklists. The checklists

required coders to rate the degr e to which a given attribute was charac-

4
teristic of a particular student on a 3-point scale (1 = "not at all":

2 = "somewhat"' an& = "typical"). If coders could not rate a_student,

they circled "5,".and "no data" was recorded- The checklist include&

items such as "short-attention span," "dislikes school," "academic peer

leader," "disrupts," "plays aggressively with peers," "has fun with peers,"

and "aloof and socially reserved." In all, 44 attributes were rated.

Two coders alternated visits to each classroom until sach had com-
,

pleted five 21-hour observatiOns on classes containing several target

students. Each target student then was rated by both coders, and the

.1
two scores were added together for each.of the 44 attribilte scores. In

cases where one coder could
11
not rate the student on a given behavior, the

rating by the ether coder was doubled. Thus, scores always ranged from

-two through six. This procedure seemed appropriate because intercoder

reliabilities were high on,all but four of the 44 scales. The four

9

a

4



_
O

5

exceptions (fearfulness and chronic anxiety; willingness to -help peers;`

depeSdency on ,teacher; and physically vs.-frail) were deleted

if s

from further analyses,
s

Obtaining,relhebility estimates pro ad-to be somewhatof a probleM.

Since each scale contained only three/o nts, percent agreement figUres6

. .
c

woutdbe artificially high: do the other hand; Pearson correlations.are

attentuated by s,uch'range restrictions, thereby reducing the chances

-for significant relationships. We q,ecided to use the Pearson r's.te
.

assess intercbder'agreement, since this provided a more conservative

estimate. Reliabilities d the remaining 40 scales exceeded the .05 level.

Data Analyset

Two -way sex (boys vs.girls) by grade (second, third, fourth, and

.

fifth) analyses of variance were conducted on the 40 behavior checklist

. e

.
,

. _ items. One-way F-tests using position in the teacher rankings (high,/
,

.
. -

medium, low) as classifying variables also were computed for each of*the

checklist items. These findings will be d ussed following the4sex X

grade data. Because N's generally were hi for all comparisons,.only

, findings which exceeded the .01 level of significance will be discussed.
o

Cell N's differed from item to item, since some pairs of coders
2

were not able to rate target students on all items: However, the data

analyses programs made appropriate adjustmentsjor unequal cell Nrs

__within separate analyses:

P. Insert Table about here

10
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Sex Differences

Fifteen of the 40 items showed signif.aant sex-differences at the

.

4-

8

tiI

6

,,.

.01 level. The most striking findings for the sex data were the coders'

r,4 '-'\ .

, -

perceptions of girls as more self-conscious; easily, embarrassed, .

,s . ,c,fr
%

...

and hypersensitive,-but, making constructive use of their classroom
.:-

.

time. Alternately, boys were .seen as disruptive; boisterous, disliking
-:.

6

:

school, having short attention- spans, irresponsible, lazy hn,performing

Aesks;negative, destructive to property, restless,opickedeon by teachers,

arld playing aggressively with peers.-

Thus, event though girls were described as passive and Somewhat-

k
.

.!

introverted, they also were seen as using their time constructively
.

Girls:were seen in many ways as "playing the good student rolek" whereas

-

f
r,

boys were describethmoie frequently as rowdy, .boisterous, and generally
. i.

mischievous, showing behaviors clearlynot associated with the " ood

'
.

student role." However, they were seen as less irihibited and,es
.1

i

i

having a good time with peers.

Grade Differences

to.

There were-significant grade differences for II of the 40items,

although only a few of these are interpretable (those showing linear

a

upward or downwai-d trends and those showing a-Sharp increase or decrease

1ZE

followedbyalevefingoffLThese will be discussed first. ,the remaining

, .

1'
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gra e differences have essentiallyally U-shaped patterns indicating high
.

..

. means -for second and f ifth gr
v
des but /sharp decreases for one or both

-,

7

of the grades frvbetween. Although these patterns were statistically
1 A.

significant, we offer no interpretations foThem.

Attention'spanand physical maturity ikreased with.grade level.

Negativ.itm or tendency; to

ad students got older, as

do, the opposite of!what is requested decreased

did impertinence apd sasSingthe teacher.

. This suggests
t;
that ents become somewhat more cooperative and better

,

0

.

SOcialIzed--to the student role as they get older, at ,least within this

age range:

Interactions

No sex x grade interactionswere significant at the .01 level. 'However,..
. two were significant at the .05 level which' mightbpar mentioning since

A.,

4 ) ,

fhese patterns appear in other data from.this study. Boys received higher
,

ratings for attention seeking show-off behavior until the fifth grade,
. . t °

when this behavior became more-typical ofzgfrrt., This same pattern held

C.

for ratings of boisterous, rowdy 6ehevi61-.' Such behavior became less
,

4

typical of toys and more typical of gids at the later grades. One

r\-:-
xplanation for these effects is, earlier maturity in girls. Several

A .

investigators have found that, at the gaily grades, the, student role and-

.

the socializing factors influenefiig girls arse more compatible for giels
, - -

,

a

than boys, but With increasing age,-thehale role becomes more compatiele

and the female'role less compatible wrth.the student role.
.

krir
1
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RelatiOnshi of Teacher Rankin s to items on the Behavior Checklist
P

In, addition to the analyses grade and sex differences in the coders'

'behavioral checklists of target students, analyses of their relationships

with teacher-rankings on the.13 bipolar scales -also were completed.

,One=way F-testce.comparing coder ratings on the checklist items, using'

consistent teacher ranking's (high, medium43or low) aeciassifying variables,

showed.that high and low ranking students were perceived consistently

by coders as wall.

_Ihe edales_were grouped into genemp:1,,coMmonsens.s_categories:' genera\l_

abLiity and work habits' (careful
.

vs. careless, persistent vs. needs-prodding;

cooperative vs.. uncooperative; creative vs. not creative; high achieer.

vs. low achiever; and calm vs. restless); teacher attitudes of affiliation

(11;'nts---to-keep vs. Wants o have removed) and concern (needs speical -at=

tent -ion vs. meeds mo special attention)-; and -personalAttributes (stands

out vs:.hardl'y'noticeable; looks teacher in the eye vs. averts eyes;
..-

atractiVe've. unattradtivei,and happy vs. unhappy).' The relationshrps

among. these' Will be discussed in this order,

Insert:Table 2 aboui here

Calm;. Good Sell Control vs. Restless, Highly Active

Students whom teachers ranked as restless werelseen by coders as

seeking-attention more, disruptive, boisterous, disliking School, having

,
, p

. , ,ehort,attention spans, inattentive to what peers said, easily confused,

lazy In performance of school tasks, irresponsible, uncooperative in per
.

.

: A
AW-

13 ,
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situations, suggestibli!, destructive to property, negativisitic, impertinent,

/
itritable,,picked on by teachers, restless, and aggressive in playing with

peers. Most'of Chess relationships are not'surprisUng, although restless

students also were seen as havi -ng more fun with peers.

Calm students were rated by coders as using their time constructively,

as academic peer leaders, sand as teacher favorites. Again, none of these

perceptions is surprising. However, calm students\also were rated as self-
-

conscious and easily embarrassed; as having fixed emotional expressionS,

as lacking emotional reactivity, as shy with peers, and as preferring

Solitary activities. :So, calm students were-viewed as more- passive and-

/
less outgoing_than their restless tounterpartS.

Careful Deliberate =Worker vs. Careless,LHas.ty_Worker

students that teachers r42ked as careful were seen by coders as aloof

and socially reserved, though popular with peePs(as using their time
=

constructively; as social and academic.peer leaders; and as teacher favorites.

The students ranked as careless, were seen very similarly to those ranked

as restless, except that the restless students also were seen as inattentive,

destructive, and aggressive with peers. StudentS ranked at the middle and

h -igh end of the "careful" scale also were rated as having less self confi-

dence than those ranked low (careless).

Tries Hard, Persistent Worker vs. Gives Up Easily, Needs to be Prodded

ThapersiStent.students we're viewed the sameas the careful students

on the previous scale: popular with peers; using,time constructively;

-5cadpth)c and social peer leaders; and teacher favorites. Students who

0 t

14
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needed prodding (according to the teachers) had similar ratings to thosel'

of the "restless" and "careless" students, except that the students who

needed prodding also were seen,as preoccupied and in,a world of their

own and as lacking self confidence.

44

Mature. vs. Immature

Mature students were rated similarly to the high groups on the

discussed previously, except.that, in addition, mature students were seen

as preferring solitary- activities. The less mature students were seen

similarlyxto the low ranked students on the other scales, except they also

were rated as being hypersensitive and as having their feelings easily

hurt:. Also, while the low persistent students were rated as lacking

self-confidence; the IOW mature students wereinot./

Cooperative, Compliant vs. Uncooperative, Defiant

Cooperative no(ninees also were rated similarly to other students

v

a

4.

ranked high on the previous scales: popular with peers; aloof and socially

- reserved; using time constructively; academic peer leaders; and teacher

favorites. ln addition, the highly cooperative, compliant students were

rated as shy and bashful with peers. Students ranked in the middle of

this scale were seen as self-conscious and easily embarrassed. Finally,

Cr

the students ranked as uncooperative were rated as attention' seeking, dis-

ruptive, boisterous, etc.) the same as low students on all of the previously

discussed scales (except that the uncooperative, defiant students also were

rated as using profane language significantly more).



w

(Creative, Imaginative vs. Not Creative or Imaginative

.
Highly creative, students were rated similarly to the other high

groups: popular with peers; academic peer leaders; teacherlfavorites;

and using time constructively. However, these creative studentt were

not-seen as aloof, shy, or preferring solitary activities.as many otW

highly ranked students were. Low creative students, on the other hand,

were seen as disliking school; having short attention spans; lazy; ir-

resonsible; 'and suggestible. This pattern is similar to the-ones for

students ranked low on the previous scales.. However, these students

also were described as seif-con selous, lacking in emotional mactivity,_

preoccupied, shy and bashfultwith Peers, lacking in Self-confidence, de-

.

pressed, clumsy, and sluggish and lethargic, suggesting that coders saw

r

low crea'tive students as passive, introverted, and laCiang-in-seli,--

esteem, rather than as troublesome or restless,

Probable Highest Achiever vs. Probable Lowest, Achiever

High achievers were described similary to the high creative students,

except that high achievers also were seen as social peer leaders (For high

creative students, social peer,leadership was significant at the .05 level,

,iowever). Low achievers were seen similarly to low creative students,

in that both types were rated as self-conscious, preoccupied, disliking

school, etc. However, low achievers were seen differently from low creative

students in that they were rated as disruptive, boisterous, easily confused,

nyperseditive, negativistic, picked on by teachers, restless, and ag-'

gressive with peers. Low achievers not only were rated high on'some of

16 e
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the checklist items descHbing passive and non-coping behaviors, but

also on those describing aggressive behaviors. This suggests that the

low achievers are composed of at least two different types of students.

Mould, Like to-Keep-for Another-Year for the Sheer Joy of it (Attachment)

vs. Would Like to Have Removed from My -Class (Rejection)_and Concerns

Me a ,Great Deal, I__Would Like to-be Able to Devote More Attention-to

(Concern -) vs._Doesn'tsRequire Special Attention (Low Concern)

(Conc-

Attachment students were rated similarly to the low concern students,

-with one exception: low concern students also were given high ratings for

peer social leadership. Otherwise, the popularity, teacher favoritism,

and constructive time use items were applied to these students. Rejection

and high concern students also were similar ori 13 of the descriptors:

disruptive, boisterous, dislike for school, easily confusediTlack of

O

attention, lack of selfIconfidence, suggestible, irresponsible, negativisitic,

picked on, restless, and aggressive." The high concern students'arso were

viewed as attention-seeking, inattentive to plers, uncooperative in peer

situations, destructive to property, impertinent, using profane language,

irritable, and having physical complaints such as headaches.
41.6-

Stands Out, Very Noticeable (Salient) vs.. Hardly Noticeable (Non-Salient)

The- students ranked as salient were seen disparately by the coders.

Apparently, salience meant different things to different coders. High

salient students were seen as teacher favorites, as popular, and as using time

constructively. However, in addition, certain negativg attributes also

'''were used to describe them. They were seen,as attention seeking, dis-

a

ruptive, boisterous, impertinent, irritable, and aggressive in playing
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with peers. These are pehaviors likely to be noticed by observers.

Non-sal.:!-nt students were described with adjectives denoting withdrawal,
,

passivity, or introversion: lack of emotional reactivity, preoccupied

and-in a dream world, shy, preferring solitay activities, self-con-

scious,. lacking self confidence,reasily confused, hypersensitiVe,

pressed, aloof, suggestible, and sluggish. To some extent, the non-
..

salient students were viewed similarly to the non-creative ones, although

they were characterized more by-terms denoting inactivity rather than-

overt acthig out.

Looks:1'0u in the Eye vs. Averts Eyes; Attractive vs, -Uhattractfve; and

Happy vs. Unhappy

-High ranking students on the remaining three scales were rated

essentially the same. All were viewed as popular, as social and academic

leaders, as teacher favorites, and as using time constructively. Students

-ranked at the bottom of these scales also were seer? similarly: as pre-

occupied, having short attention spans, lacking in self-confidence, easily

-confused, lazy -in school, and irresponsible. Descriptors used for

students who avert eyes and for those who are unattractive are primarily

those indicating inactivity (inattentive to peers, clumsy, disliking

school, etc.). However, the unhappy students were rated as showing more

overt problematic behavior. In contrast to the other low ranked students,

they were seen as disruptive, boisterQus,.uncooperative, destructive,

impertinent, rAtless, and aggressive.wilth peers. Thus, unAappy,students

were described as showing more troublesome disruptive i)ehaviors than those

in the unattractive and averts eyes groups:
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Djscussion

la viewing- the findings from thVs data set, it should be noted that

the behavisor problems checklist was added to.the package of instruments

used- in the Student Attribute Study chtefly,to focus on the more negative

aspects of student behavior. White.some items'did describe positive be-

hpvior,:75% focused on behavior problems% It was felt that Mit. instru-

-ment'Would he-useful for determining the types of negative behaviors atfri-

.

butable.to students ranked low on many of these scales. go doubt the focus

Of the,checkli,st provided a "negative set" for coders, which Could' have

produded a degree of-negative "halo."

BehaviorTroblems which coders attribut6c1 to boys were mostly of an

overt natur -e They-deserited_boys_as_disrliPtiveboisterous, restless,

aggressive in playing with peers, but also as having more fun with peers.

Other evidence also supports the finding that boys are generally more salient
0

in the classroom and more overtly troublesome than girls (Brophy & Good, 19744.

Girls were described as self-consciOus, easily embarrassed and as hyper-

.

sensitive (although they were alSo ratedas making more constructive use

of their time). So, while they did.not "act out," any behavior problems they

may have had were viewed as more covert and passive in nature.

As with the other data sets, we see general halo effect; especially,

011

o in the teacher rankings and the coder ratings. Girls are perceived as

.better behaved than bOy! Findings from the behavioralidata show that girls

initiated more interactions with teachers, but boys were contacted more by the

teacher (we suspect thrs was a device teachers used to control boys' mis-

'

19-
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behavior), so the difference in observer perceptions between boys and girls

is probably real. It is also true that these sex. differences are probably

not as neat and simple as the ranking and rating data show.°.The differences

are no-doubt more pronounced and overgeneraJized compared to the real dif-

ferences in the behavioral data (Baum, Brophy, Evertson, CraWford, and

-Anderson, Note 4). Nevertheless, there are real differences

The few interpretable grade differences revealed nothingsurprising..;

Increag'e in attention span and increase in physical maturity with age-are

,
attributable to-cognitive and physical maturation, although students also

become less impertinent with age. This suggests that socialiiation may

affect their behavior such that in some areas students learn to lilehave

-more-appropriately, at least within this age range.

- .k Certain checklist' items. were used to describestudents, ranked at

. mOther-extreme of all 13 teacher rankis. Students ranked- -high oh-theeither

scale and low on the other scales were described uniformly as having

short-attention spans, ,disliking school, easily confused, lazy in the per-

.

formance of school tasks, irresponsible4 and restless and unable to sit
-'s..

sti',11. Students ranked at the high ends of most scales were described

rinifonmly as using time constructively, as academic and social lieef. leaders,

and- as teacher favorites.

There were some exceptions` to these typical patterns. Calm.students

were seen by coders as easily embarrassed and self conscious, a description

reserved for students ranked low on the creative scale, as low achievers, as

non-noticeable, as.unhappy, and as averting their eyes. Calm ana cooperative

students also Were described as shy, socially reserved, and preferring



solitary activities. Calm, careful, and,cooperative students were rated

as aloof by coders, even though immature, low creative, and less salient

students also were-described this way.

One Item, "picked on by teacher," may be invalid, since, wrier

looks. at the other, more provocat\Oe, behaviors, it is probable that the

students arpicking.on the teacher rather than vice versa. Also, frequently

coders could not judge whether the teacher's behavior_ oward a student was

the result of past provocation, since coders frequently did not see

preceding events from days or even weeks 'before,

In many studies combining creativity and achievement,Jindings reveal

that these two aspects of ability are ploseljk.related. Only two of the 362

students were ranked consistently as low in achievement but highly creative
{A

,*
0

by the teachers. The coder ratings bear out the close relationship between

creativity and achievement. Low creative-students were seen as having fixed

emotional expressions, as shy, as aloof and socially reserved, and as clumsy

With poor coordination. Low achievers were seen as disruptive, boisterous,

inattentive to what peers say, negati:ve, impertinent, Irritable, aggressive

with peers, and picked on by teachers., The low creative and row, achievement

groups were identical on all other ratings, however; they both were rated

,-
aS-self;:conScious, preoccupied, having short attention spans, etc.

The,high creative and high achieving students were seen as popular with

peers, as peer leaders academically, as teacher favorites. and' as social

leaders. The similarity in ratings between these two groups might be

explained by the likelihood that I) creativity Is difficult to measure and

to discriminate from academSc\ability; 2) coders may have inferred creativity

from:achievement; and 3) they frequently did not have enough evidence to

\N

21 N
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judge these-two attributes.' Coders did not see work samples, as a general

rule, although they ditl get some idea of work habits and ab.ility from a.

sampleS of.students' work displayed in the classrooms.

In gene -al, the coder data support the accuracy of the teacher datg,

despite halo effects. There is.little doubt that these perceptions are based

on real phenomena confirming, the student's unique contribution to classroom

climate and to teacher-student interaction.

.

t`
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Table 1

Relationships between-Grade and Sex

,and Observers' ka4ings of Student Behavior!

Attention-seeking, "shOierr.off" behavior.

511.4

3.38 3.3b 3.53 3.00

1..23 1.09 '1.40 1.00

- 34 46 76 1 , 25

3.03 2.79 .1 2.66 3.28

1.24 1.09 1.0EL 1.39

37' ,' 42 71 I 29

2., Has ,fun with per

41h b;n
. .

4.94 4.9.8 ,4.93 4.80

115 n .95 -i.05 i .15.

s . .

34- 46 ',..-...76 25

4.41 . .4 . 3 8 ' 435 4.83 1

.90 - ' .99 (.14 1.. j14

37 42 '1: 73 29 I

dI

O,

C.

26

Source df -MS F

Total' 361 1.49

Between 7 3;60

Sex 1 '10.58 7.30- .*

Grade 3 .37 .25

G X S 3- 4.51 3.11

Wiltin 354 I.45

Witb;(1' 354° 1.13

Source df MS

TotaF 36j 1. i 5

Between 7 2.38

Sex 1 10.95 9.72 **

Grade 3 .34 ..30

G X S 3 1.56 1.38

r.
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. .

3..-'SeJ-consciousness, easily embarrassed..

Males sd

N-

Females

N

2nd 3rd

Grade

4th 5th

2.94 2.43 2.80 2.68

1.04 .93 .96 .80

34 A6 75 -25

3.28 3.07 3.07 2.93

1.21 1.08_ 1.18. 1-,-5-1-

.
_

! 36 41 73 29

0

Source df. MS F _2_

Total 358 1.18,

Between 7 2.67

Sex' I 10.90 9.45, **

Grade 3 1.96 1.70

Within 351 1.15

4. Fixed expression, lack of emotional, reactivity.

-Ma I

Females sd

o 1\1

2nd 3rd 4th 5th-

2.94 2:61- 2.68 2.84

1.28 _1:00 1.07

34 '.46 76 25

-. '.

,3.00 2.33 2.68 2.52

1.20 : .89 z I.05, 1:12,

37 ' 42'1 73. 29,

O
4

Source df MS

Tota 361 1.09

Between 7 1.07

to ..

Sex I .09 .08

Grade_ i3 1.68 1.54--

G X S 3 .79 .72
or

Within 354 1.05

-5. Disruptiveness, tendency to annoy and bother othefs.

Males- sd

Females

N

I
* c

2nd 4-tkt t5th .

3.68 3.43 - 3.24 2.84

1.43 , I:36 f 1.12 .94

34 '46 ., 76 25

.0

2.78 2.57 2.51 i.76

_1.03 .80 .93 .99
..

37 42 . 71 29

27

ti

Source.

Total

Between

Sek

Grade

ft3 X S
6

Within

O

df MS F

361 1.30

7 7.06

1 32.42 27.33 * * *

3 2.82 2.37

3 -2.85 2.40

354 ' 1.19



O

etlisterousness, rowdiness.

Grade

3ttd 4th 5th

3.47 ,3.36 3.29 2.80

1.42 1.17 I .22 1.04'

34 46 7& ,25

, e

2.49 2.29. 2.40 2.72

.84 .46 .85 .88

37 42 73 29

O

Source df. MS p.

- Total -61 1.19

Between 7 8.20

Sex 1 43.41 41:20 * *

Grade 3 .71 .68

G X S 3 -3.94 3:74 *

Within 354 1.05

7. PreoCcupation; "in á_ world of his own," -daydreaming.

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

3.32 2.65 2.97 3.04

1.15 .77 . 1.02 .98
._ _ .

34' "46 .767 25

3.14 . 2.45 2.93 2.72

.98 .59 1.00 1.19

37 42 -73 f' '29

8. Shyness, bashfulness with peers.

3rd 4th- 5th

2.88 2.53 2.79 2.64

1.12 .94 1.04 ,8I

34 45 76 25

3.19 . 2.81 3.65 2.86

1.02 .86 1.20 1.25

37 42 73 29

Source df MS F

Total- 361 t

Between 7 3-.11

Sex I 2.74 2.92

471F

Grade 3 6.10 6.50 * * *

6'
G X S . 3 .25 .26

Within 354 .94

Source df; MS F

'Total 360'

Between 7 1.73,

Sex I 5.62 5.06 *

Grade 3 2.13 1.91

GXS 3 ..02, .02

. Within' 353 1.11

. 28'



9. 4 Preference for,- solitary activities.

Ma I "es

N

Females sd

2nd

Grade

3rd 4Ih

0

5th

3.09 2.78 3.08 3.08

1.1_6' .89 1.13. 1.04

34 46 76 25

.

3.30 2.86 3.-12 3.07
-

1.02 1.05_, 1.26 1.28

:37 - 42 73 ... 29

1

1 0 ._ Di sl i ke for school .

Males -sd

N

Females sd

,N

2nd 3rd. 4th ,5th

3.24 2.53 2.91 3.13

1.35 -1.14 1.12 1.46

33 -4 74 23

2.39 '2.63 2.26 2.88

.77 .16 .72 1.07

36 40 69 26

II. Popular with peers.

2nd 3rd I 4th

Males. sd

Females sd

N

ft

5th

4.26 4.38 4.26 .4.24

1.08 .96
i

1.14 1.05

-34-- -45,.... 76 25

4'.49 3.98 3.75 4.21

1.30 1.00 1.31 I.,21

37 42 73 29

29

Source df MS

Total 361 '1.22

Between 7 1.00

Sex I .49 .40

Grade 3 2.01 1.64

G X S 3 .17 .14

Within 354 1.23

Source df MS

Total 343 1.13

Between 7 6.99

Sex 23.49 23.40 * * *

Grade 3 7.27 7.24 ***

G X S. 3 .1.20 1.19

Within 336 1.00

_re

Source df MS F

Total 360 1.34

Between 7 2.09

Sex I 2.56 1.93

3 1 ,86 1.35

G X S 3 2.23 1.68

Within 353 1.33

Aft



I2. Short attention span.

2nd 3rd

Grade

4 th 5th

3.64 3..69 3.07 2.57

1.43 1.21 1.09 .79

33 46 75 23

. 2.97
--,_,
2.63----259 2.73

1.32 1;00 .90 -1-12._

37 -40 73 26

13. lack of self-confidence.

2nd 3rd 4th 5th
. -

2.94 2.47 '2.78 2.64

1.25 1.04 1.05 1.08

33 45 76 25

3.05 2.58 2.93 2.83

1.25 .95 1.07 1;23

37 38 173 29

14. InatteOlveness to what ,peers say.

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

3.33 2.48 2.53 2.75

1.34 .86 .79 1.07

33 42 75 24

1

3.43 2.49 2.38 2.72

1.14 .75 .72 .92

37 41 13 29

.

Source df MS

Total 352 I.3i

,

Between
O

7 4.95

Sex 1 9.70 7.88 **

Grade 3 5.86 4.76 **

G X S 3 2.46 2.00

-Within 345 1.23

Source df MS F

Total 355 l.22

Between 7 .57

Sex' I 1 .57 1.29

Grade 3 3:11 2.56

G X S 3 .03 .02

Within 348 1.21

Source df MS

Total 353 .95

Between 7 6.19

Sex I .02 .02

Grade 14.22 16.89 * * *

G X S 3 .20 .24

Within 346 .84



15.. Easily confused.

Males

Females. sd

2nd

Grade

3rd ,.. 4th 5th

2.91 2.52 .- 2.50 2.32

1.23 .90 ..79 .69

= 33

-..,.

44 76 - 25

.

2.75 2.36 2.51 2.46

, 1:20 ,96 .86 .69

36 39 70 29

.

16. Hypersensitivity, feelings easily hurt.

Males sd

N

Females

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

2.45 2.27 2.45 2.44

.83 .62 ,83 .65

33 44 75 25

2.81 2.66 2.49 2.66

.88 .99 .90 .90

37 4! 73 29

Source df MS p

Total
351 '.86

Between 7 1.47 -

Sex I .10 .12

Grade 3 2.92 3.43

G >cS 3 .47 .55

Within 344 .85

Source df MS .

Total 356' .72

Between 7 1.10

Sex I 4.83 6.81 **

-Grade 3 - .47 .67

G X 8: 3 .49 .69

Within - 349 .71

1.7. Laziness in school and in performance of other tasks.

Males

Female

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

2.88 2.63 2.88 2.84

1.22 .93 1.03 .99

33 46 76 25

2./49 2.24 2.58 2.55

.84 .48 .93 .69

37". 42 73 29

31

Source df MS

Total 360 .87

Between , 7 1.97

Sex 9.31 10.98 * *

Grade 3 1.44 1.69

G )(S 3 .06 .07

Within 353 .85



,oe*

.18. Irresponsibility, undependability.

2nd

Grade

3rd 4th_ .5th
o

5( . 3.F8 3.02 2.87 2.68

es - sd %.,1.31: -4.20 L.08 . 6

N 33, 45 16 25

Females : sd

-2.54 2.36 2.367 2.45

.96 .62 .69 .63

.37 .42 73 29

t9. Depression, chrohic_sadness.

MaleS sd

N

Females sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

2.30 2.11 2.24 2.28

.77 .31 , .51 .54

33 46 76 .25

2.19 2.12 2.23 2.48

.46 .33 .59 .95

!

37 42 73 29

'20. Uncooperativeness in peer situations.

Males

7

sd

N

11

Females

X '

sd

7

N

2nd 3rd , 4th 5th

2.82 2.42 2.37 2.44

.95 .78

_

.71

.

.74

33 45 76 25

2.59 2.40 2.27 2.38

.86 .83 .67 .62

37 42 73
4.

29

Source- df

Tdtal 359

Between 7

Sex I

Grade. 3

G X S - 3

Within 352.

MS- F

.97

3.83

20.54 22.40 "4

1.33 1.45

.77 ;84

.92

Source df MS

Total 360 .32

Between 7 55

Sex I .04 .14

Grade 3 .94 2.94

G.X S 3 .34 1.06

.32

S.

Source df

Total 359

Between 7

Sex
I

Grade

Within

G X S

3

352.

3

Within 353

0
. 4 .9';

32,
.

MS

.59

1.12

.77 1.32

2.21 -3%80

.15 .27

.58
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21. Aloofness, social reserve.-

Males sd

N

Females sd

N

2nd

Grade

3rd 4th 5h

.-2.82" 2.65 2:76 3.16.

-1.03- .74 1.14 .80

34 46
,

76 .25

3.43- 2.98' 2.67 3.31

1.19- .84 '.91 1.11

37 42 73 29

22. _Suggestible, easily led by others.

.3rd 4th s 5th

Males., sd

N

Females sd

N

2nd

3.12 2.85 2.95 2.56

,96- 1.05 1.02. .77

33 46 74 25

3.30 2.81. 2.94 3.15

1.29 .86 .95 1.17.

371 42 72 27

Source, df MS

Total 361 1.03

_2_

Between 7 3.49'

Sex I 4.83 4.93 *-

Grade 3 4.81 4.91 -):i*

G X S 3 1.71, 1.75

Within 354

Source -df MS F

Total 355 1.05

-Between 7 2:04

-Sex I 2.53 2.46

Grade 3 2.34 2.27

p= x s 3 1,59 1,54-
e

Within 348 1.03

23. Clumsiness, awkwardness, poor muscular coordination.

Males

Females

d

N

sd

N

,2nd 3rd 4th 5th

2.18 2.24 2.38 2.20

.46 .87 .80 .50

,('33 46 76 V25

2.14, 2.12 2.41 2.21

.35 .33 .81 .49

37 42 73 , 29

33

Source df MS F

Total 360 .45-

Between 7 .45

Sex 1,A, .08 .19

Grade 3 .94' 2.09

G X S 3' .09, .19

Within 353 .45
OA
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24. Destructiveness in regard to his own/or other property.

J.

Males sd

TeMales

N"-

-2nd

Grade

3rd 4th 5th

2.59 2.29 2.30 2.12
.

.96
.

.59 .83 .33

' 34 45. 76. -. 25

2.08 2.00' 2.10 2.10

.28 .00 -50 .31

37 42 73 29

z

Source df MS F

Total 360 .37

Between 7 r.40

Sex 1 5.10 14.52 ***

Grade

G X S

Within

3. .76 2.16

3 .81 2.31

.35

25. Negativism, tendency to do the opposite of requested.

Males 'sd

N

Females sd-

N

<,

2nd 3rd 4th 5i-n

2.88 2:48 2.46 2.40

1-.22 .72 , .82 .71

33 46 - 76 25

2.43 2.19 2.18 2.21

.93 .40 .56 .41

37 42 73 29

26. 'Impertinence, sassing.

Males

FeMales

N

sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th .

2.88 2.70 2.37 2.32

1.17 . 6 .73 .56

34 46 76 25

2.65 2.17 2.23 2.38

1.06 , .44 .66 .62
4

37. 42 73 29

34

-,

Source df MS F

Total 360 .59

_P...

Between 7 2.07

Sex I 7.17 1.72 ***

Grade 3 2.23 3:96 **

G X S. 3 .22 .39

Within 353 .56

Source -if MS F

Total 361 .67

Between 7 2.49

Sex I , 3.46 5.46

,Grade 3 3.46 5.45

G X S 3 1.18 1.87

Within 354 .63

**

ry



27.. Sluggishness, lethargy:

Grade

Males

N.

' X

Females sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

2.24 2'.22 2.39 2.52

.50' .59 .65 .7J

.

4 ViE)
...,...._

,

76 26

. 2.22 2.12 2.47 2.31

..,

.53 .40 .47 .66

37. 42 73 29

a

28-. Profane lahgua0, swearing, cursing.

Males

N

Females' sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

2.32 2.09 2.07 2.20

.64 .35 .25 .50

34 46 76 25

2.19 2.02 2.01

,

2.03

.62 .L5 .12 .1:9

37 42 -73 29

Source df MS

Total 361 ,.43

Between 7 .76

SeX I :32 .75

Grade 3 1.38 5.23

G X S 3 .28 .65

Within 354 .

Source df MS

Total. 361 .14

Between 7 .48

Sex I .85 6.47

Grade 3 .77 5.84

X S 3 .06 .45

Within -354 .13

29. Irritability, hot tempered, easily aroused to anger.

Males

Females

x

sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

2.71 2.65 2.53 2.36

1.03 1.14 .89 .57

34' 46 76 25

2.49_ 2.29 2.26 2.52

.96 .74 .71 .74

37 42 73 29

35

Source

°Total

Between

Sex

df MS F

361 .76

7 # 1.04

I 2.38 3.14

Grade 3 .60 .79

GXS 3 1.03 1.37

Within 354 .76

* * *



30. Often has ph sical complaints, , headaches, stomach ache.

N

7

,Females, sd,

.2fid

Grade

3rd 4th 5th

2v12 2.02 2.07 2.00

.48 .15 .47 , .00

33' ../ 46 75 25

2.17 2.05 2.06 2.14

.57
_

.22 .29 .59

35 42 71 28

ConstructiVe-use''of time.

Males sd

N

Females sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

4.03- 4.11 4.21 4784-

1-42 1.37 1.18 1,31.

33 46 76 25

4.57 5.02 4.79 4.76

1.42 1.02 :88 .79

3T 42 - 73 29

32. Peer leadership academically.

Males

Females

sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

3.24 3.43 3.00 3.52

1.26 1.44 1.19 1.53

34 46 74 25

3.89 3.78 3.08 3.66,

1.54 1.35 1.21 1.45

37 41 73 29

7.1

36

A

Source df MS F

Totaj 354

Between 7

.15

.i4

'Sex I .21 1.37

'Grade. 3 .18 1.15,

G X S 3 .08 .54

Within 347 .15

Source df MS

Total 360 1_-45

Between 7 5.55

Sex I 18.72 13.63 * *,

Grade. 3 3.33 2.42

G X S 3 3.38 2.46

Within 35 1.37

Source df MS

Total, 358 1.84

Between 7
N

4.12

Sex 7.28 4.07

Grade 5.85- 3.27 t

G X S 3 \I.33 .74

Within 351 r.'/9

0.



33. Teacher favoritism.

x

Males sd

N

Females

2nd

Grade

3rd 5th

2:55 2.65 2.51 -'3.12

.87' .90 .81 1.27

33- 46'', 76 25

2.92 2.62 2.62. :3.07

1.09 .88 -.83 1.19

37 ,42 73 29

34. Picked- on 'by teacher.

Males sd

Females sd

N

2nd. 3rd 4th 5th

4

'2.76 2.20 2.55 2.32

-..k

1.16 a .85 .63

34 46 76 .25

2.22 2.021 21-5 2.17

.58 .15 .43 .38

37 42
'I '

73 ,,29

35. Social leadership among peers.

Males

Females

sd.

N

sd

N

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

3.47 3.54 3.21 3.36

1.26_ I.51 1.12 1.19

34 46 76 25

3.35 2.98 3.00 3.10

.82 1:02 1.12 , F.26

37
....

42 73 29

Source df MS

Total
360 .91 -

'Between 7 2.29

'Sex- A .76 .85

Grade 3 '4.34 4.91 4*

G X S 3 ..75 .85

yithin 3.53 .88
,;;;)

Source df MS F p

Total 361 .46

Between 7. 2.32

Sex I 7.93 18.68 * * *

Grade 3 2.05 4.82 * *

G X S 3 1.71

354" ' .43

Source df- -MS- p

Tota I . 361 1.34

Between IP 1.79

Sex 1 6.55 4.91

Grade 3 1.24 .93

G X S 3 :74 .56

Within 354 1.33



36. Restlessness, inability.tb sit still.

O

Males sd

Females

Grade:

2nd 3rd 4th 5th
, .

/ 3.50 3.30 '3.26 2.84

l'..48 1.24 1..22 KI8

34 46 76 25

2.92 -2.57 --2.53 2.93

1.19 . .77 .85 .96

37. -. 4i 73. 29

. AggreSsive.play with peers.

Males sd

S.

Females sd

N

`2nd 3rd 4th 5th

3.62 3.35 3.22 3.48'

1.39 1.20 1.27 1.23

34 46 76

2.46 2:14
.

.2.42 2.79

.84 .. .35 .85 1.05

37.: 42 73 29

-38. physical characteristic (short).

Males

Females

sd

td

sd

2nd 3rd 4th 5th

. .70- .7-9, ._ ...60..

,.74 '.96 .90 1.04

34 416 76 25

.73' .55 .79 .21

1.02 .80 1.25 .49

37 42 -4 73 29

38-

a

Source df MS- F

total

Between

361.

7_

1.31

'4.76 .

Sex 1 18.74 1;5.10
* * *

Grade 3 1.83 1.48

G X S 3 3.03 2.44

Within 354 1.24

Source *df MS F

Total 361 1.34

Between 7 12.09

Sex I 72:87 64.68 * * *

.r

Griade 3 2.61 2.32

1

G S 3 1.31 1.16

Within 354 1.13

Source f MS

Total

47.?
3-5r :94

Between 7 \1.42

Sex -1 .88

Grade 3 2.08

G ,X S 3 .95

Within 354 .93

F

.95

2.24

1.02



49. EL vs iCa1 cha ract4r i stic. (ski nny.) .

Xe

Ma I sd

Female

N

stl

2nd' Srd

Grade

4th 5th

.35 _.24 .54 .36

.
. . .

.81 .74 ,I.03 .76

34 46 76 25 -

.35 .31 .63 .41

.82 -.68 I.24 I.05

37 -42 73 29

40. Physically immature.

Males sd

N

04

Ferha I es sd

N

,2nd 3rd 4.th 5:th

/ 1.18 .85 .63 .60

I 1.22 1.17 .94 .8i

34 46 .-76 25

1.05 .55 ,.60 .31

1.35 .83 1.01 .89

,,.

37 42 73 ° 29

V.

;t .

Source df a MS F ,

Total 361 l -.91

Between 7 .63

Sex I .22 . .24

Grade 3 1.38 1.50

G X S 3 .03 .03

0

Within 354 .92

Source df MS . F

Total 361 1.13

Between- 7 3.20

Sex I 2.70 2.49

Grade 3 6.23 5.73 * *

G X S 3 .34 .32

Within 354 1.09

* p <.05

** p<.01.

*** p<..001
_ . s

39

.



4

Behavior_ Checklist- Items

i.

It Attention-seeking,
..

show-,off behavior

2. -Fun with peers.
.

3 Self-conscious,
easily embarrassed'

Fixed expression,

'_lack of emotional
reactivity

4 5. Disruptiveness, ten-
. dency,to 6-Anoy. and

other 0

6. Boisterousness.,

rowdiness
6

.

7 Preoccupation, in a
world of his dayown,
dreams

8. Shyness, bashfulness
with peers

. 9. Preference for
.solitary activities

40

; -

Table'2-

Relationships between High, Medium, and Low Rankings

on the 13 Scales and Coder Ratings of StudentDobavior

_\

2.39 3.06 3.98 ** , 2.83 3.05 3.74 1* 2.77 3.20 3.60 ** 2.63 3.21 3.45
x-

2.58' 3.10 3.90 *'A

$

, ...

4.42 4.69 5.04 ** 4.78 4.56 4.83 4.81 4.69 4.78 ' 4.61 4.74 4.84 4.65 4.66 5.04
e

*
3.22 2.98 2.55 ** 2.88 3.05 2.68 .2.79- 2.88 2.89 2.89 2.93 2.90 2.95 3.07 2.52 .

't.

.!. .

3.12 2.84 2.30 2.77 2.90 2.45 4 .:2.78 2.76 2.74 2.99 2.65 2.65 2.97 2.88 2%48
.

:

0

*I(
b 2.16 3.03 3.84 ** 7.45 2.99 .3.57) )6* 2.45 3.05 3.50 ** . 2.142 3102 3.42 2.32. 2.91 4.00

0 *,

.'"-,

2.16 2.77 .3.68 *4 2.52 2.80 3.47 ** 2.46 2.87 3.33 ** 2.40 2.92 3\24 " ,2.32 2.78 3.79 "

I4
.

3.07 2.97 2.71 21.64 3.04 2.84 * 2.71 2.85 3.26 ** 2.86 2.94 2.85 2.85 3.09 2.98 -
*

3.35 2.93 2.39 4* 2.93 3.01 2.62 2.91 2279 2.87 3.03 2.88 2.76 3.08 3.01 2,50

3.57 3.03 2.64 "4 3.09 3.08 2.64 * 5.09 3.03 2.96 3.36 3.07 2.63
**

3.25 3.19 2.81

j
Persistent vs. '_Mature Cooperative vs.

-vCalm.s.,,Restless Careful vs. Careless' 'Needs Prodding Immature Uncooperative

High Medium Low p High Medium Low p High Medium Low p High Medium Lowe p High Medium Low p

6.



S

Bt.Svior Checklist Items
Calm vs. Restless
High Medium Low p

Careful vs. Careless
Hisgh Medium Low p

Peristent vs.
Needs Prodding

High Medium Low
.

p High

Mature vs.
Immature
Medium Low 'Flo

Cooperative vs.
UnceoperatIve.

MIgh Medium Low p

10. DI:slike for school

IL.-Dbpular with peers

12. 'S-hort attention span

13. Lack of- self - confidence

14.\ Inattentivenessuto
\what peers say

15. Easily confused

16. Hypersensjtivity
-feelings easily hurt .-;

/
17. Laziness In school,

-. and.performance of tasks

18. trresgonsibillty,
undependability

:4. Depression, chronic
sadness

20. Uncooperativeness
in peer situations

21. Aloofness, social
reserve

22. Suggestible, easily
led by others

2.21

4.36

2.25

2.75

2.57

. 2.31

,

2.47

2.15

2.09

2.25

2.15

3.46

2.61

2.63

4.10

3.05

3.02

2.60

2.72

2.65

2.73

2.75

2.33

2.46

2.87

3.16

2.89

4.05

3.59

2.64

3.'07

2.79

2.45

2.96

3.16

2.09

2.70

2.43

3.11

"

**.

**

**

"

"

"

I"

"

2.22

4.57

2.37

2.42

2.64

2.26

2.41

-

2.25

2.23

2.08

.

2.21

3.09

2.76

2.74

3.94

2.90

:3.03

2.58

2.55

2.63

2.66

2.65

2.33

2.43

2.89

3.01

2.79

3.95

3.75

2.96

2.82

2.93

2.59

3.03

3.33

2.16

2.69

2.53

3.30

**

00

**

**

"1

"

**

*

**

"

"

2.31

4.47

2.40

2.47

2.68

2.28

2.36

2.24

2.22

2.13

2.24

3.03

2.74

2.53

4.11

2.83

2.73

2.52

2.40

2.50

2.63

2.60

2.29

2.47

2.86

2.81

3.19

3.81

3.77
,

3.17

-3.06

3.15

2.56

3.11

3.35

2.20

2.62

2.70

3.30

**

0

*0

*0

**

I"

".

MM

R

"1

2.34

4.54

2.39

2.53

2.61

2.23

2.38

2.28

2.24

2.17

.

2.18

3.24

2.64

2.67

4.10

2.76

2.86

2.66

2.39

2.58

2.59

2.61

2.24

2.50

2.83

2.89

2.87 "

3.95 00

3.56 *0

3.18 sm

2.78

3.10 *0

2.69 MR

2.82 *0

3.19 MI

2.24

2.43 *

2.74 00

3.47 **

2.26

4.54

2.24

2.47

2.59

2.21

2.53

'2.17

2.15

.

2.15

2:15

3.40

2.65

2.67

3.95

3.02'

2.97

2.53

2.54

2.58

2.66

2.63

2.90

2.38

2.89

3.08

3.11.0*.

3.96 "

3%71 **
.

2.8r *

3.20 "

2.90 "

2.50

3.10 **

3.48 **

2.17

2.79 **

2.50 **

3.19 **

42 43,7
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Persistent vs. Mature vs. Cooperative vs.
Calm vs. Restless 'Careful vs. Careless Needs Prooding hnmature Uncooperative

EehavYor Checklist Items '''igh Medium Low p High Medium Low p - High Medium Low p High Medium Low p High Medium tow p
.

Z3: Clumsiness, awkward-
ness,. poor coordination 2.16

24. Destructive to own
and others' property ,0 2.01

Negativism, te defOL:
opposite requested 2.01

Impertinence, sassing 2.10

27. Sluggishness, lethargy' 2.28

2.00Pra.atie language

29: Irrftability, hot tem-
pered, easily angered 2.06

30. Often Ilbs physical com-
., plainsts, headaches 2.02

31. Constructive use of
time

32. Peer leader academically

33. Teapier favoritism

-4. Picked on by teacher

35: Social leadership
among peers

44

5.29

_ 4.25

3.10

2.03

t3.30

2.34 2.32 2.12 2.39 2.19 * 2.14 2.33 2.37 2.14 2.29 2.21 2.11 2.45 2.31 *.
.

2.21 2.41 "" 2.06 2.20 2.35 4 2.05 2.15 2.43 **, 2.11 2.23 2.26 2.06 2.14 2.52 "

25. .

r .

"2.44 2.70 '" 2.12 2.33 2.66 *" 2.12 2.38 2.67 ** 2.14 2.41 2.52 2.08 2.34 '2.79."

2'.38 2.89 *" 2.23 2.40 2.67 " 2.21 2.41 2.69 ** 2.21 2.45 2.61 2.17 2.34 3.00 *'

2.49 2.14 " 2.16 2.45 2.24 ." 2.22 2.36 2.37 2.28 2.34 2.19 2.22 2.51 2.23 "

2.13 2.16 * 2.01 2.11 2.14 2.01 2.10 2.17 * 2.04 2.08 2.16 2.03 2.66 2.21 *"

2.42 2.93 '' 2,18 2.48 2.74 ** 2.18 2.54 2.70 ** 2.15 2.50 2.65 " 2.17 2.40 .3.00 *1

2.09 2.07 2.10 2.02 2.02 2.09 2.05 2.06 2.04 2.04 2.03 2.06 2.05 2.04,

4.46 3.73

I

3,08 2.57

2.57 2.43

2:23 2.79

,5. 13 +:3.20

M M

*It

5.08 4.40 3.79 ** 5.09 4.55 3.76 *! 5.18 4,55 3.82

4.08 3.11 2.52 ** 4.11 3.27 2.44 " 4.21 .3.31 2.52

3.13 2.49 2.43. ** 3.)5 2.64 2.28 **. 2.97 2.69 2.40

2.08 2.25 2.74. "" 2.06 2.21 2.70 ** 2.10h 2.25 2.66

MN

*M

MM

5.32 4.50 3.65 ""

4.31 3.1? 2.69 **

3.14 2.64- 2.40 ""

2.08 2.24 2.83 **

3.45 3.07 3.02 * 3.51 3.13 2.89 ** 3.38 3.22 2.97 3.49 3.06 3.06 "

45



eehavior enact:11st Item's
Calm vs. Restless

High Medium Low p

Careful vs. Careless
High Medium Low p

Persistent vs.
Needs Prodding

High Medium Low p High

Mature vs.

Immature

Medium Low p

Cooperative vs.

Uncooperative

High Medium Low

36. Resfress; Inability
to -sit still 2.26 3.00 3.77 2.45 2.88 3.81 ** 2.42 3.02 3.69 ** 2,38. 2.94 3.61 ** 2.28 2.30 4.06

37. Aggressive play with

Peers 2.28 2.83 3.61 ** 2.52 2.80 3.52 ** 2.53 2.85 3.48 ** 2.50 2.89 3.48 - ** 2.32 2.74 3.94 "
A

38. Short-tall .51 .71 .71 .86 .65 .67 .78 .70 .59' .92 ,.56 .53 * .65 .66 .35

39. Skinny -fat .36 .59 .23 .45 .54 .29 .45 .46 .44 .29 .53 .18 * .20 .52 .25

\,..

40. Physically Immature-
physically mature *.55 .79 .75 .70 .74 .55 .64 .80 .63 86 .70 .56 .72 .62 .50

46
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een5vior-Checklist Items

Creative vs.
Not Creative

High Medium low p

High
73

Achiever vs.
Low Achiever

High Medium Low p

,

Would Like-to Keep
vs. Remove From Class
High Medium Low p

Requires special-

AItentioh vs. Does Not
High Medium Low p

:

Stands out,
vs. Not Noticeable

High Medium Low p

I. Attention-seeking,
show-off behavior

2. Fun with peers

3. Self-conscious, '

easily embarrassed
.1 ,

4. Fixed = expression, lack

of emotional reactivity

: Disruptiveness, tendendy
to annoypd &Other

6. Boisterousness,
rowdiness

-7. Preoccupation, in a
.world .of his own; day
dreams

8., Shyness, bashfulness
with peers

9. Prefbrence for solitary
.activities

-10. Dislike for school

11. Popular with peers

12. Short attention span

"13.. lack ofself-confidence

3.07

4.78.

2.68

A
".59

2.83

2.67

2.44

2.72

2.91

2.21

4.54

2.55

2.50

3.01

4.80

2.91

2.67

2.84

2.82

.2.94

2.87

3.03

2.61

4.14

2.71

2.77

2.92

4.32
i

3.62

3.34

2.97

2.74

3.50

5-.-47,

3.37

3.24

3.62

3.61

3.76

*

"

**

**

* x

*X

* *

* X -

*

2.96

4.83

2.64

2.69

2.63

2.59

2.61

2.69

2.94

2.29

4.57

2.49

2.33

3.06

4.69

2.95

2.71

2.91

2.81

3.02

2.90

3.16

2.74

4.05

2.69

2:77

3.22

4.57

3.15- "

2.8f\.

3.32 **

3.13 **

3.17 **

3.08

3.01

*
2.87

* X3.87

**
3.68

*3.37

2.69

4 63

2.86

3.03

-.-

2.42

2.34

2.90

3.06

3.27

2.29

4:49

2.39

2.54

2.98

4.51

2.94.

2.76

2.93

2.71

2.95

2.97

3.20

2.54

3.92

2.74

2.85

3.69

'4.82

3.03

2.82

3.79

3.72

3.41

2.77

3.05

3.53

3.71

3.97

3.36

**

.

**

**

*

*X

**

X*

..-

3.07

4.62

3.00

3.02

3.27

3.0/

3.33

3.13

3.20

2.93

3.84

3.51

.21

.3.09

4.66

2.92

2.72

3.05

2.87

2.85

2.86

2.97

2.58

4.03

2.90

2.86

2.83

4.73

2.81

2,.79

2.41

2.43

2.59

2.78

3.05

2:22

.4.63

2.41

2.35

**

**

"

g

**

**

**

*.*

3.75

5.18 '

2.35

2.26

3.33

3,09

2.39 '

2.32

2.70

2.45

4.63

2.75

2.23

3.09

4.69

2.84

2.67

3.02

2.85

2.76

2.80

2.94

2.58

4.14

3.07

2.84

2.30 **

3.95 **

s

3,90 xx

3.45**

2.40 gx

2.30 "

3.78 **

3.85 **

3.93 **

2.73-

3.A6 **

2.79

3.63 **

L
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Creative vs. High Achiever vsl. Would Like to Keep Requires Special Stands Out,

Not Creative Low Achiever vs. Remove From Class Attention vs. DoosNot' vs. Not.Noticeable

8ohavior Chechlist-Items High Medium Low p High Medium Low p High. Medium Low p High Medium Low p High Medium Low p

;

'14. Inattentiveness to

ilhaf.Pears' say,'

15. Easiiy confused

16. Hypersensitivity,
feelings easily hurt

Pk; Laziness In school, and
performance of Tasks

18. Ifr\ esponsibliity,

undependabillty
.:

19. Dep?ession, chronic
sadneSs

20. Uncoope\rATiveness In

peer situations

21. Aloofness,.Social
reserve \ .

22. Suggestible, easily

: led by others

23. 'Clumsiness, ;amkward-

. ness, ppor coordination

24. Destructive to own and

others' property

25. Negativism, tends to do
opposite of requested

o

2.69. 2.53 2.97 2.57 2.61 2.90
*

2.61 2:45 3.50 ** 2.90 2.61 2.59 2.89 .267 2.66 '

2.28 2.39 3.41 ,2.2I 2.39 3.14 ** 2.28 2.45 3.38 ** 3.09 2149 2.20
1111

2.33. 2,58. 3.03 *4

2.43 2.46 2.81 * 2.25 2.51 2.70 ** 2.40* 2.53 2.72 '2.59 2.55 2,37 2.39 2.44 3.05 4*

2.37 2.54 3.08 ** 2.35 2.58 3.01 *; 2.25 2.64 3.41 ** 2.86 2.71 2.21 ** 2.46 2.63 2.67

.&

*191-
2.31 2.59 3.30 ** 2.28 2.60 3.20 '" 2.21 2.62 3.59 ** 3.16 '2.70 .2.16 2.46 2.69 2.56

2:07 2.22 2.49 ** 2.07 2.27 7.35 *** 2,15 2.31 2.44 N. 2.30 2.29 2.08 * 2.0' 2.26 2.51
*o

2.30 2.38 2.57 2.26 2.43 2.52 2.22 2.32 2.87 ** 2.54 2.53 2.22 2e51 2.49 2.21

-
.

**

2.89 2.83 3.26 * 2.97 2.94 2.85 3.25 2.86 2.92 2.91 2.82 3.05 2.54 2.73 3.50

.

2.66 2.87 3.81 ** 2.67 2.83 3.49 ** 2.70 2.82 3.42 *,* 3.41 2.89 2.65
**-

2.77 2.04 3.39
**

2.04 2.20 2.38 ** 2.18 2.31 2.28 :2.07 2.34 2.36. * 2.32 2.30 2.08 2.18 2.32 2.41

4

' 2.11 2.20 2.22 2.08 ,2.23 2.25 2.04 2.19 2.47 ** 2k30 2.23 2.03 * 2.18 2.18 2.15

2.26 2.41 2.49 2.17 2.35 2.59 ** 2.10 2.31 2.82 ** 2.59 2.43 2.16 ** 2.37 2.46 2.18
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Behzvior Checkiist Items

t-

0 .

Creative vs.

Not,Creative
High Medium Low p

2.41' 2.3426. Impertinence, sassing _

27, Sluggishness, lethargy

28. Profano language

29. Irritability, tVA tem-
pered, easily angered

2.31

2.06

2.02

2.43

30.- _Often his-physical

complaints, headaches

I. Constructive use of
time

32. Peer loader academically
academically

33.. Teacher...favoritism

Picked on by teacher

35. Social leadership,
_among peers

36. Restlessness, !nab Ity

to sit still

t.

I

High Achiever
Low Achiever

High Medium Low

2.30 2.50 1" 2.19 2.38 4 b2.46 "

2.17 2.08 2.05

2:43 2.39

2.08 2.15

1.

2.23 2.44 2.54, "

2.09 w2.03 2.05... 2.05 z2.04 2.11
\

5.02 4.61 3:97 ""\,4.89 4.67 3.95

4.06 3.38 2.49

2.94 2.67 2.30

2.19 2.27. 2.45

**

MO

4.23 3.17,

3:05 2.65'

2.11 2.34

3.35 ,3.21 2.76 " 3.56 3.14

2.69 2.78 3.26 " 2.59 2.90

37. Aggressive play with
peers

C:59
38. Short-tall .56

.28

.83

39. Skinny-fat

40. Phsically immaturo-
. physically mature

52

2.86 3.00

.68 .92

.38 .76

.66 .89

2.54 ""

2.39' ""

2.56 ""

2.90

,

3.42

2.58 2.87 .0.28 ""

.75 .64 '.64

.40 .45

.81 .58

.

2.22 2.42 2.46

2.02 2.02 2.21

5.12 4.52 3.38

Would Like to Keep
vs. Removo From Class
High Medium Low p

2.28 '2.374 2.56 " i.18 -2.26 Z.95 ""

ow

2.12 2:38 2.92 ""

2.01 2.09 2.28

\ 4.19 3.18 2.31

13.06 2:55 2.23

211-6 2,23 '2.79

11

*

11 11

2.46- 2.76 3.35 l*

.90 .64 .46

.34 .48 .3J

.91 .71 .77

Requires Special

Attention vs. Does Not
High Medium Low p

2.56 2.43 2.19 * 2.51 2.43 2.10

2.40 2.36 2.11 * 2.09 2.33 2.50 **

2.20 2.14 2.00 2.07 2.10 2.00

2.51 2.51 2.21

2.09 2.05 2.06

3.86

2.60

2.27

2.56

4.49

3.07

2.51

2.29

5.08

4217

2.94

2.03

3.11 2.1:0 2.48

.60, .57 '.67

. 4
.40 .35 .25

.71 .63 .67

*

if*

rr

rr

*

.

Stands Out

vs. Not Noticeable
High Medium Low p

2.65 2.53 2.187*

2.16 2.09 2.06

4.63

3.93

3100

2.30

4.44

3.22

2.61

2.27

. .

3:49 3.01 2.87 " 2.82 3.11 3.70 ** 3.96 3.14 2.43 *

2.39 2.85 4.00," 3.24 3.05 2.44 *0 3.12 3.04 2.58 *

3.02

.56

.35

.88

2.86 2.33 *0

.59 .78

T-

. 32 .60

.52 .60

4.82

2.89

2.41

2.20

MN.

O

It

a

- I

.5.3
1

.1

.

4
.



Behavior Checklist Items

Attention- seeking, show-off

tieha4lor

Fun ,with peers

' Self- conscious, easily

embarrassed

Fixed expression, Jack of
emotloral reactivity'

tendency to. ,Disruptiveness,
annoy and bother

--Boisterousness, rowdiness

7. Preoccupation, ina world of
his own, d.y dreams

8.. Shyness, bashfulness .11h

9. Preference for solitary
actiVItles

10. Dislike for. school

II. Popular` with peers

12. Short attention span

13, Lack of self-conLidence

34. Inattentiveness to what

peers say

4,

Looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eye

High Medium Low p

Attractive vs.
Unattractive

High Medium low p

3.63 2.86 3.14 * 3.15 3.07 3.17

5.06 4.62 4.31 ** . 5.06 4.77 4.23 It*

2.60 3.03 3.41 ** 2.75 2.84 3.17.

2.34 2.78 2.79 2.65 2.67 3.04

3.00 2.81 3.14 2.83 '2.94 3.19'

2.71 2.63 3.17 * 2.67 2.93 2.998

2.49 2.99 3 34 ** 2.63 2.84 3.49 **

Jr5 2.46 3.01 3.41 ** 9 67 9 d6 3.26 "

2.66 3.U. 3.21 x 3.00 3.06 3.28

2.18 2.49 3.04 *0 2.43 2.72 3.00 *

4.60 3.99 3.62 *A 4.79 4.10 3.35 xx

2.57 2.66 3.69 'xx 2.58 2.81 3.61 xx

2.46 2.84 3.61 *x 2.42 2.74 3.53 )1*

2.86 2.53 3.03 2.74 2.51 3.36 **

sv/

1 Happy vs.
Unhappy

High Medium Low

3.06 2.98 3.35

5.04 4.57 4.54 k-

2.61 3.16 2.97 *

2.49 .2.84 2.89

2.61 2.83 3.43 *

2.55 2.73 3.27 *

2.49 3.04 3.38 I**

2.53 3.02 3.00 *

2.80 3.18 3.27

2.22 2.62 3.09 **

4.78 4.08 3.70

2.27 2.92 3.62 *-

2.27 2.98 3.14 *

2.53 2.57 3.31 **



a

looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eye

Behavior Checklist Items High Medium Low p

Attractive vs.
Unattractive

Minh Medium Low p

A

Happy vs.
Unhappy

High Medium low p

1,1:--- 'lastly confused - 2.29 2.44 2.97
if*

2.31 2.45 3.23 ** 2.20 2.71 .2,86 *

i.. '-Hypersensitivity, feelings t c

eailhurtys 2.49 2.50 2.86 . 2.41 2.51 2.72 2.31 2.60 2.81 *

laziness In sChool, and
performance of tasks 2.26 2.55 310 ** 2.33 2.64 3.11 ** 2.25 2.63 3.1,6 *

IrresponsIbIlity,

undependabillty 2.34 2.56 3.14
MX

2.38 2.59 3.20 ** 2.18 2.69 '.27 '**

Depression, Chronic sadness 2.09 2.31 2.45 2.10 2.21 2.37 * 2.08 2.22 2.38 *-

r

.Uncooperativeness in peii!, .. ....

.... .

situations
., f..t.' 2.43 2.35 2.62 '' 2.37 .2.38!. 2.72 * 2.24 2.38 2.81 **

1.'

21. Aloofness, social reserve 2.69" 2.89 2.76 2.85 2.90 2.72 2.89 2.92 2.78

-22. Suggestible, easily led
iby others 2.91 2.91 3.34 2.73 2.77 3.46 ** 2.75 3.10 3.22

_2. Clumsiness, awkwardness.

poor coordination --._ 2.06 2.22 2.34 2.02 '2.27 2.54 ** 2.08 2.38 2.43 *

-24. Destructive to own and
()fliers' prOperty 2.20 2.13 2.34 2.1/ 2.24 2.17 2.02 2.19 2.49

Negativism, tends to do

Opposite of requested

_ -

-26. Impertinence, sassing

27. SluggiShnoss, lethargy

2.23 2.34 2.59

2.49 2.36 2.69

2.06 2.41 2,45

'cc

2.33 2.41 2.30 .2.18 2.37 2.62 *

2.44 2.42 2.43 2.27 2.40 2.84 "

2.12 2.29 " 2.12 2.42 2.41 *



Behavior Checklist Items

Looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eye

High Medium low p

Attractive vs.

Unattractive
High Medium Low p

-29-

..Profane language

hot tempered,

easily angered

/.00 2.in

2.54 2.41
t.

2.28

2.48

* 2.06

2.46

2.12

2.40

2.11

2.47

30. Often-has physical complaints/

.headaches 2.11 2.05 2.19 2.10 2.03 2.09

31: Construqtive use of time 4.77 4.79 3.97 ** 4.94 4.60 3.89 4*

32.

- ,

Peer'Ieader academically -4.00 3.21 2.52 ** 3.94 3.24 2.53 **

33. Teacher favoritism 3.23 2.57 2.31 ** 3.13 '2.63 2.26 **

34. Picked on by teacher 2.23- 2.19 2.66' ** 2.25 2.33 2.47

:35. Social leadership, among

peers 3.69 3.06 2.62 ** 3.65 3.24 2.62 **

/

36 Sestlessness, Inability
to sit still 2.77 2.94 3.31 , 2.81 2.91 3.40 4*

7. 'Aggressive play with peers 2.69 2.69 3.14 2.62 3.06 2.98

38. Short-tall .69 .64 .66 .65 .65 .66

39. Skinny -fat .37 .48 .41 .23 .45 .60

40. Physically Immature-
physically mature '.77 .76 .83 .83 .65 .62

2.< .05 1

2.< .01

Happy vs.

Unhappy.
High Medium Low

2.00 '2.15 2.16

2.33 2.43 2.7a

2.04 2.03 2.06

5.08 -4.45 3.68

4.22 3.11 2.62

3.35 2.63 2.32

2.12 2.22 2.65

3.78 3.04 "2.81 **

2.51 2.88 3.62 **

2.53 2.92 3.19 **

.63 .82 .5i

.39 .47 .30

56


